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FOREWORD

The Leadership and Management Technical Area of the U.S. Army Research
Institute (ARI) is concerned with the development of concepts, techniques,
"and training that will enable the development of increased efficiency and
} effectiveness in Army organizational elements. One central focus of this
: work is the internal operation of battle staffs, and the extent to which
their performance or organizational processes essential to battlefield out-
comes can be improved. The research reported here applied a frame of ref-
erence based on systems theory to the observation and feedback of battle
staff performance to the battle staff itself. It is a part of a larger
effort to determine whether training in process performance will increase
battalion combat readiness. The present work was accomplished under con-
tract MDAS03-78-C-2028 with the Human Resources Research Organization and
is a part of Army Project 2Q162717A779. '
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ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESSE AND COMBAT READINESS: FEASIBILITY OF
TRAINING ORGANIZATIONAL STAFF OFFICERS TO ASSESS COMMAND
GROUP PERFORMANCE

BRIEF

This report describes the results of the first phase of a project con-
cerned with research on the relationship between performance of certain
critical organizational processes and combat readiness of U.S. Army units.
The research in Phase I was devoted to (a) analysis of the relationship be-
tween process performance of battalion command groups and the combat out-
comes of battle simulations in which the battalions participated and
(b) deterwnination of the feasibility of training Organizational Effective-
ness Staff Officers (OESO) to observe and assess the process performance
of TOE unit battle staffs and to provide feedback of their observations so
that improved performance would result. The results of Phase 1 serve as a
foundation for work to be accomplished in Phase 1I, which is concerned with
training command groups and battle staffs to improve their process per-
formance and, thus, to enhance combat readiness.

Method:

Data were collected on 12 battalions of the 8th Infantry Division in
Europe during July and August 1978. As part of a larger training exercise,
the command groups of the battalions participated in four modules of
PEGASUS battle simulations, during which the process performance of the
command groups was observed and assessed by OESOs. Following each module,
QESOs reported and discussed their observations with battalion commanders
who, at their discretion, used the feedback information to adjust pro-
cedures, roles, processes, and behavior within their command groups.

Data collected were (a) OESO ratings of command groups process per-
formance, (b} ratings of combat outcomes by opposing force cocntrollers,
and (c) interviews with OESOs and selected battalion commanders.

Results:

Process Performance and Combat Outcomes. A significant correlation of
.67 was obtained petween overall comnand groups process performance and
overall combat outcomes across the four modules of the battle simulation.
This confirmed the expectation of a strong relationship between the quality
of organizational process performance and combat outcomes. Correlations
between the seven separate processes studied and overall combat outcomes
were in the expected direction and were significant for five of the seven.

Comparisons between the six battalions with the highest overall process
performance scores and the six with the lowest showed superior performance
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by the "more effective" units on all five of the separate components of
combat outcomes. Four of these comparisons were significant (.05, one-
tailed test), and one narrowly missed attaining significance.

Feasibility of Training Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers:

OESOs were able to identify the various organizational processes and
assess their quality with little difficulty after training by HumRRO per-
sonnel. The results indicate that it is feasible to train OESOs to assess
process performance and report results of their assessments to commanders
and staffs.

Interviews with OESCs and battalion commanders produced a number of
"lessons learned" concerning selection, training, and use of OESOs with
combat units. The most outstanding finding was the firm conviction of both
OESOs and commanders that CESOs must be qualified combat arms officers if
they are to be successful in helping to improve process performance in com-
bat units. Other implications and lessons learned are discussed in the
report.

Impact of Process Feedback:

The impact of OESO feecback upon process performance was evaluated
by comparing process performance between the four modules of the battle
simulation. Significant differences were found between all modules, with
progressive improvements in process performance following each feedback
occurrence.

It was also found that battalion commanders valuel tae feedback hichly,
anc most expressed the view that the OESOs contributed significantly to im-
proving the performance of the command groups. Furthermore, CESO's process
assessment and feedback enhanced their general credibility with commanders,
and there were strong indications that the cormmanders would continue use of
OESO consultation after completion of the exercises.

Implications of the results for training command groups and battle
staffs are discussed in the report.
Conclusions:

1. The quality of command group performance of the organizational
processes included in this research is strongly correlated with unit com-

bat effectiveness, as reflected by the ocutcomes of battle simulations.

2. Feedback of process observations by OESOs arpears to exert a posi-
tive effect upon the effectiveness of command groups.

3. OESOs who are gqualified in the combat arms can be trained easily

to assess and constructively report feedback of their observations concern-
ing the process performance of command groups and battle staffs.

viii




4. It is feasible to train cormand groups and battle staffs to im-
prove their process performance through the use of OESOs as consultants
and trainers.
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ORGANIZATITNAL PROCESS AND COMBAT READINESS: FEASIBILITY OF
TRAINING ORGANIZATIONAL STAFF OFFICERS TO ASSESS
COMMAND GROUP PERFORMANCE

INTRODUCTION

This report presents results of the first phase of a project concerned
with research on the relationship between organizational process perfor-
mance and combat readiness of U.S. Army units. The research conducted in
Phase I was designed to contribute to increased understanding of the in-
ternal processes that lead to combat effectiveness of Army units and to
provide understanding of the potential role of Organizational Effective-
ness Staff Officers (CESO) in contributing to combat readiness.

To accomplish these purposes, the research in Phase I was devo:ied to
analysis of the relationship between process performance and the combat
outcomes of battle simulations and to determination of the feasibility of
training Organizational Effectiveness Staff Cfficers to observe and assess
the process performance of TOE unit battle staffs while the staffs are
participating in battle simulations. The results of Phase I provide a
foundation for work to be accomplished in Phase II.

TECHNICAL OBJECTIVES

The technical objectives of the overall roject are to (a) verify the
relationship between combat readiness and the -erformance of certain or-
ganizational processes, and (b) determine whether training of Army battle
s<affs in performance of the processes will enhance the cc.nbat outcomes cf
zattle simulations in which theyv particigate.

Objectives for Phase I were as follows:

1. Determine the relationship between process perforrmance kv dat-
talion command groups during participation in battle simulaticns
and the combat outcomes of such simulations.

2. Determine the feasibility of training OESCs to observe ard acsess
the process performance of battle staffs while the staffs partizci-
pate in battle simulations.

Accomplishment of the Phase I objectives will provide fundamental in-
formation needed to accomplish Phase II, which is concerned with develop-
ment of a delivery system for training command groups and battle staffs in
process performance and with evaluation of the capability of such training
for enhancing combat readiness.




BACKGROUND

The organizational processes which are the focus of the research re-
ported here were identified in a series of studies conducted during the
period 1970-76 (Olmstead, Christensen, & Lackey, 1973; Olmstead & Christ-
ensen, 1973; Olmstead, Christen-:in, Salter, & Lackey, 1975). The studies
were based upon a conceptual framework derived from General Systems Theory
(Miller, 1955; von Bertalanffy, 1955) and several adaptations of Systems
Theory to the theory of organizations (Bennis, 1966; Emery & Trist, 1965;
ratz & Kahn, 1966; Parsons, 1956, 1960; and Schein, 1972).

The conceptual framework centers around the key concept of Organiza-
tional Competence. The concept was derived to encompass, within one term,
the internal operational processes used by organizational systems to achieve
their objectives and to cope with continuously changing environments. Ben-
nis' concepts of Reality iestiic and Adaptability and Parsons' concept of
Integration were taken as basic components of Organizational Competence.
Thus, Organizational Competence was defined as having the following
components:

1. Reality Testing. Capacity to assess the reality of situations
facing the organization--the ability of the organization to
search out, accurately perceive, and correctly interpret the
properties and characteristics of its environments (both external
and internal), particularly properties that have relevance for
the objectives and survival of the organization.

2. Adaptability. The capacity of the organization to solve problems
arising from changing environmental cemands and to act with ef-
fective flexibility in response to these changing demands.

3. Integration. The maintenance of structure and internal function
under change and stress, and a state of relations among sub-units
that insures that courdinatiion is maintained and sub-units do not
work at cross purpcses.

To operationalize the above components so that they could be measured,
the following seven processes were derived from Schein's (1972) adantive-
Coping Cycle:

1. Sensing. The process by which an organization acquires and pro-
cesses information about its internal and external environments.

2. Communicating Information. The process of transmitting informa-
tion that is sensed to those parts of the organization that can
act upon it.

3. Decision-making. The process of making decisions concerning ac-
tions to be taken as the result of sensed information.

4. Stabilizing. The process of taking actions to adjust internal
functioning and maintain organizational stakility and integration
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that might otherwise be disrupted as a consequence of actions
taken to cope with changes in the organization's environments.

5. Communicating Imple .cntation. The process of transmitting de-
cisions and decision-related orders and instructions to those
parts of the organization that must implement them.

6. Copring Actions. The process of executing actions intended to
cope with changes in the organization's environments.

7. Feedback. The process of evaluating the results of a prior ac-
tion through further sensing of the external and/or internal
environments.

It is important to note that each of these organizational processes was
conceived to be related to one of the components of Competence. The rela-
tionships are as follows:

Competence Component Organizational Process
Reality Testing Sensing,
Communicating Information,
Feedback
Adaptability Decision-making,

Communicating Implementation,
Coping Actions

Integration Stabilizing

Thus, each component of Competence comprises one or more organizational
processes that can be measured and whose quality can be evaluated.

The conceptual framework was first tested in a study of 10 simulated
U.S. Army Infantry battalion battle staffs (command group and company com-
manders) engaged in simulated combat operations in a Command Post Exercise
(CPX) configuration {Olmstead, Christensen, & Lackey, 1973). It was found
that Organizational Competence was strongly correlated with independent
criteria of Organizational Effectiveness as mecasured by battalion perfor-
mance on a series of mission-related operational problems. Furthermore,
the Competence components were differentially related to effectiveness,
with Reality Testing contributing the largest proportion of variance,
Adaptability contributing a smaller but significant proportion, and Inte-
gration a modest proportion.

Organizational processes are the fundamental elements of Competence.
The seven processes were found to be differentially related to organiza-
tional effectiveness; however, all contributed to some extent. Most cor-
relations were quite high. It should be noted that frequency of process
occurrence was not correlated with effectiveness. Thus, Organizational
Competence is the quality of process performance. The finding of a very
strong relationship between Competence and effectiveness, together with
that of nc relationship between frequency and effectiveness, permitted




the conciusion that the principal contributor to organizaticnal effective-
ness is how well organizational processes are performed, and not how often
they occur.

The research on Army battalions was also designed to evaluate the ef-
fects upon competence and effectiveness of strong pressure from operational
environments and of radical changes within operational environments. It
was found that the ability of an organization to respond flexibly to changes
in its operational environments is dependent upon its Competence, i.e., the
quality of its process performance. Similarly, the ability of an organi-
zation to maintain effectiveness under pressure from its environments is
related to its Competence.

The results of the above study demonstrate the critical importance of
process performance as a determinant of organizational effectiveness. Com-
petence is the adequacy with which an organization performs certain criti-~
cal processes. When the processes are performed adequately, they assist
an organization to be effective. When handled poorly, they may negate many
positive effects contributed by efficiency in other areas.

In two additional studies, Organizational Competence was evaluated ir.
organizations that were greatly different from military combat units. Sur-
vey techaniques were used to evaluate Competence in 31 social s2rvice and
rehabilitation agencies nationwide (Olmstead & Christensen, 1973) and in
an additional 17 social service adencies in nine States (Olmstead, Christ-
ensen, Salter, & Lackey, 1975). 1In both studies, very strong relationships
were found between agency effectiveness and Organizational Competence, each
cf the components of Competence, and each organizational process. <cffec-
tiveness was measured in terms of agency productivity and judged gquality
of agency performance.

The results of the above stucdies confirm the validity of the conceptual
framework as a viable approach for analyzing and understanding the perfor-
mance of complex organizations. The principal contribution is concrete
demonstrations of the importance of the processes subsumed under Organiza-
tional Competence as determinants of the effectiveness of organizations,
of the relative contributions of the various processes, of the systematic
relationships that exist among the processes, and of the ways in which
change and pressure influence their performance. It is avrparent that Com-
petence plays a major role in the performance of organizations and, accord-
ingly, warrants major attention in efforts to improve effcctiveness.

It is also apparent that the concepts and findings discussed above
have considerable potential utility for the improvement of comfa: readi-
ness in operational military units. For example, current Army Training and
Evaluation Prcgram (ARTEP) philosophy calls for a unit to be assessed on
outcome variables, e.g., mission accomplishment, and there 1s some provision
for assessment of command group proficiency in performance of certain major
tasks deemed relevant for accomplishment of comcat missions. However,
ARTEP ascessment practices do not include diagnostic procedures that will
enable commanders to better understand and assess the performance by battle
staffs of the organizational processes that affect combat outcomes. If
such procedures could be developed, they would constitute an important




addition to the training capabilities of unit commanders. The processes
that make uvp Organizational Competence provide a meaningful and feasible
framework to develop such procedures.

Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers are practitioners of the
Army's current Organizational Effectiveness (OZ) technology. As such,
these officers are trained to observe and assist in the diagnosis of group
and organizational attributes. Furthermore, they are trained to help com-
manders plan and implement strategies for change within their units. Ac-
cordingly, OESOs possess the basic orientation, training, and skills re-
quired to observe and assess the performance of the Competence processes
and to assist commanders 1in training battle staffs or command groups to
improve process performance.

The project, the first phase of which is reported here, is concerned
with verifying the relationship between combat readiness and performance
of the identified organizational processes and with determining whether
training of Army cormmand groups in performance of the processes will en=~
hance the comr-~* outcomes of battle simulations in which they participate.
As a part of that project, Fhase 1 was devoted to two main objectives:

(a) verify the relationshir between combat ol tcomes of battle simulations
and the process performance of battaliorn command groups in such simulations,
and (b) determine the feasitility of training CESOs to observe, assess,

and report assessments of the process performance of command groups while
rhe grours particirate in battle simulations,

ALl 2ata were C-oliectel Lnoas witn o Jardinal toint II, a large
training exercise ccrnduct i bv tne sth Infartry IZivision in Ecvrsre Jdurinc
July o and August 1270,

For each battalicon, Cardinal Fcint II was an ll-day exercise consist-
1in: of a combinaticn of Field Trainint Ixercise (FTX', battle simulation
L 3ASUS), and live firinc. The data iresented in tnis rerort were collected
Zsring participation of battalion commani Grogps in the kattle <imulation
phase cf Cardinal Point II.

PEGASUS

PEGASUS a two-sided manual battle simalatiorn tha¢t maxes possible a
training s n in which a battalion ccmrmand grou; 1nteracts with con-
trollers - ‘verior-unit levels anc with "tui.c controllers" playing
friendly + commanders. The exerc se 1is @l.anne?! and directed by
an Exercis Activities of ccrtrollers are surervised by a Chief
Controller. . controllers are suierv:ize: £y a .nief Table Controller.
Using a control map to depict dispos.t:.<r ani m veru:nt o!f forces, friendly

table controllers maneuver their units acuariing to instructions from the
battalion command group SO as to endade 1 Joriat with enemy units maneuvered
Ly Opposing Force (OPFOR) controllers. FPr.iazement .utcomes are determined

by manual computation using combat resuits taules jrovided specifically for
use with PEGASUS. Play is activate: Ly a° cjerat s order 1ssued by




Brigade. In the order, a mission is assigned and typical intelligence and
other information is provided. 1Initial friendly and OPFOR unit strengths
may be varied according to the training plan and, therefore, differing
force ratios may be played. Thus, PEGASUS is a flexible, two-sided, free-
play battle simulation which provides dynamic and realistic opportunities
for battalion command groups to experience and practice required command
and control activities.

In Cardinal Point II, PEGASUS was the vehicle used in the battle simu-
lation phase, in which focus was upon the battalion commander and his staff
while controlling and coordinating operations. Company commanders served
as "board players," i.e., controllers, for their respective command groups.

During the simulation, each battalion constituted a task force operat-
ing in association with another player battalion task force under the com-
mand and control of a brigade headguarters. The brigade commander served
as Chief Controller and Chief Evaluator, as well as PEGASUS brigade commander.

During one iteration, two battalion task forces conducted sinulatad
combat operations in adjacent lanes of the 8th Division training area.
Task force command posts were located on the actual terrain in the respec-
tive lanes, while subordinate unit activities, conducted by the company
commanders, took place on game boards in a central location at the training
area headgquarters. Communication was by the conventional radio nets,

The task force CPs displaced as dictated in the operational plans or
by the tactical situations. Periodically, company commanders traveleéd for-
ward to the task force CPs to receive orders, conduct recornaissance, or
take part in critiques conducted by evaluators.

During the 2-month duration of Cardinal Point II, seven iterations
of the PEGASUS exercise were conducted. In five iterations, two battalions
participated simultaneously. 1In two iterations, only one battalion par-
ticipated at a time. Thus, a total of 12 battalions participated.

Each iteration reguired 4 days to complete. Participation of the com-
mand groups was continuous, day and night, during each 4-day period. With-
in that period, four modules were completed, with each module consisting
of one or more types of combat operations. Within each module, the seguence
of activities was as follows:

1. Warning order from Brigade

2. Fragmentary order from Brigade

3. Task force orders, terrain reconnaissance
4. Battle simulation {approximately 6 hours)
5. Critique

6. Warning order from Brigade for next module.

With minor deviations, the types of operations covered by the respec-
tive modules were the same for all units. Similarly, the sequence in which
the operations were executed was the same. On the other hand, specific
events within a module varied considerably between units because PEGASUS
is a free-play simulation and OPFOR players were free to insert special




problems, e.g., chemical and nuclear play or communications jamming, as
deemed useful for training purposes.

Role of Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers

=- Two OQOESOs assigned to the 8th Infantry Division participated in the
battle simulation phase of Cardinal Point II. Throughout each iteration

4 of the battle simulation, one OESO was stationed at each battalion command
pcst. The OESO systematically observed the activities of command group
members as they proceeded to plan and supervise execution of each operation.
OESO observations were addressed to identification and assessment of the
quality of performance of the various organizational processes by the com-
mand group. The focus of the observation was the questions, "What process
is occurring? How well is it being performed? How could it have been per-
formed better?"

An OESO remained with a ccrmand group continuously throughout the
four-module cycle of the Lhattalion's participation in the battle simula-
tion. Upon completion of each module, the OESO rated performance of the
command group on each Competence process according to rating scales devel-
oped for that purpose (discussed below). Then the OESO met with the bat-
talion commander and reported the results of his cobservations. Implications
of the observations for functioning of the command group were discussed.
This procedure of prompt "feedback" to the commander enabled him to obtain
immediate assessment of the quality of process performance in the command
group and, if deemed advisable by him, afforded the opportunity to make
on-~the-spot adjustments in procedures, policies, and behavior of members
of the command group. In many instances, at the commanders' discretion,
OESCs also reported results of observations to command group mcembers and
assisted in analyses of ways process performance could be improved.

Thus, an OESO served as "eyes and ears" of a commander with respect
to the quality cof performance of organizational processes within the com-
mand group and provided a mechanism through which on-the-spot feedback
could be macde available to the commander. In addition, OESO ratings of
process performance were one major source of data for this study.

Training of Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers

Three days before the battle simulation phase of Cardinal Point II,
researchers met with the two 8th Division OESOs for the purpose of train-
ing the OESOs to observe and assess process performance of battalion com-
mand groups. Two days were devoted to the training.

Prior to beginning of training, the OES0s had studi-d "Components of
Organizational Competence: Test of a Conceptual Framework" (Olmstead,
Christensen, & Lackey, 1973), which descripes the theoretical background
and conceptual framework for the Competence processes and presents results
of the earlier study of Army battalions. The training consisted of review
and elaboration of the fundamental concepts; analysis of the PEGASUS con-
figuration for Cardinal Point II and its implications for operational




definition of the processes; revised definitions of the processes for ap-
plication to single-level organizations, i.e., to command groups alone;
procedures for observing and identifying the processes within command
groups; procedures for assessing the quality of process performance; and
recommendations for providing feedback of observations. 1In addition, data

E collection forms and procedures for recording process ratings were reviewed.
General questions to be addressed in assessment of process performance are
shown in Appendix A. Definitions of the processes and criteria for identi-
fying and assessing them are shown in Appendix B.

It is important to note that both OESOs were combat arms officers,
with experience in battalion staff activities. These qualifications and
experience, coupled with their OE training, made translation and appli-
cation of the conceptual framework decidedly more effective.

After OESOs participated in the first iteration (two battalions),

the researchers met with the OESOs to review and clarify any problems
encountered.

Data Collection

Data were collected on 12 battalion comman.l grours. Included were
seven Mechanized Infantry and five Armor battalions. Following completion
of each module, 0=SOs rated process performance and OPFOR controllers rated
combat effectiveness of the battalions, as described below. The ratings
were collected immediately upon completion. Thus, for each battalion there
were available four ratings (one for each module) on process performance
and four on combat effectiveness.

OPFOR controllers varied their inputs depending upon the tactical
situation. 1In addition, different types of operations were judged to vary
) in terms of difficulty. To obtain some indication of relative difficulty
¢ of the four modules, the Chief Controller and the Chief OPFOR Controller
. rated difficulty of each module for each unit on a 5-point scale. Mean
,! ratings across units were computed to obtain an index of difficulty for
‘ each module,

Process Performance Ratings. After completion of each module, the
OESOs assigned to the respective battalions completed the form shown in
Appendix C. The form contains seven items, one for each organizational
process, upon which an OESO rated the performance of a command group.
Raters used a 4-point scale, chosen because it was found in the original
studv of Army battalions (Olmstead, Christensen, & Lackey, 1273) that
assessers of process performance encountered difficulty in discriminating
quality of performance when scales of more than 4 points were used.

Data forms were collected immediately after completion by OCESOs.
Since one OESO was assigned to each battalion command group, one set of
ratings was produced for each command group for each module.

Combat Effectiveness. Upon completion of each module, OPFOR control-
lers completed the Controller Rating Form shown in Appendix D. It will be




recalled that, in most instances, two battalions participated in tanden.
Thus, two PEGASUS gaming simulations were conducted simultanecusly, one
for each of two battalions, with the battalions participating in the roles
of adjacent task forces under the direction of 3 single brigade cormander.
For each simultaneous simulation, a team o5f three OPFOR Loard controllers
conducted play of enemy operations. A Chief OPFOR Controller supervised
the activities of the twn teams., All members of each team of OPFOR con-
trollers co-mrleted the Controller Rating Form for respective kattalions
for which they servec as controllers. The Chief OPFOR Controller rated
both battalions. Thus, for each battalion, ratings of four controllers
were collected.

The Controller Rating Form consisted of five items addressed to a
number of aspects of combat outcomes as reflected in the battle simulation.
For all items, responaents used 5-point rating scales with 3 anchor points
having descriptors specific to the content of the items.

Interviews. The two CESOs were extensively interviewed after comple-
tion of the entire exercise to identify prcblems encountered, lessons
learned, and experiences that might prove useful in development of train-
ing. In addition, several battalion commanders were interviewed to obtain
their judgments of the impact of CESO feedback.

Data Reduction

Lata consisted of OESC ratings of process performance, OPFOR Controller
ratings of combat effectiveness, and interviews with OE30 and battalion
commanders.

Process Performance. For each battalion, the CE3C ra<tinzs of terfor-
mance of a process constituted a Module Process Score, with a possible
score range of 1 to 4. Thus, for an exercise (four modules), a unit could
receive, for each organizational process, a minimum score of 4 anc a maxi-
mum score of 16. Scores for Organizational Competencs were computed as
the sum of the seven process scores. For a module, the minimum possiple
Competence Score was 7 and maximum was 28. For an exercise, a battalion's
Competence Score could range from 28 to 112.

Combat Effectiveness. The problem was to develop a procedure which
would make it possible to order participating battalions in terms of over-
211 effectiveness. An adaptation of a procedure previou:ly useld for as-
sessing battle simulation outcomes of brigades (Olmstead, Baranick, &
Elder, 1978), based on earlier work by Tiede and Leake (1971), was used to
develop the index of combat effectiveness.

Following the earlier work by Tiede and Leake, two dimensions were
identified that define the mission space of a unit:

1. Area: the arca or geographical objectives controlled in accomplisu-
ing the mission or during the engagement.

2. Resources: the quantity of resources (personrel, weapons, eJjuip-
ment) expended, or remaining, at the end of the engagement.




Appropriate combinations of indicators of these two dimensions make
it possible to order participating units in terms cf outcomes. For this
project, the procedure consisted of operationally defining anchor points
on 5-point scnles for Area (Controller Rating Form Item 2) and Resources
(Controller Rating Form Item 3). Using the two Controller Rating Form
items, there resulted a 5 x 5 matrix, each cell of which was a possible
outcome in terms of combinations of the two dimensions. The matrix

follows:
AREA
Control of area Mission
was in full requirements Mission
compliance with and partly met requirements
mission regquirements with respect to not met in
including time schedules control of area any way

Remaining strength 5 4 3 2 1

such that operation

can be continued

without interruption

4
7] L.
@] Resources remalning 3
% were not more than
O! 75 nor less than
g 60 percent
x
2

Resources remaining 1

make unit ineffective,

should be replaced.

For each battalion, module mean CPFOR controller ratings were computed
for Items 2 and 3 of the Controller Rating Form. To obtain an index which
represented a combined Resources and Area outcome, module mean ratings for
Items 2 and 3 for each battalion were added. The sum of these two ratings
was designated the Combat Effectiveness Score. The result was a distribu-
tion of 12 battalion scores for each module, with a possible range of 2 to
10 for a module. In addition to the Combat Effectiveness Score described
above, a second index was suggested by examination of the matrix of inter-
correlations of the five separate OPFOR contrcllers' ratings of battalion
combat outcomes. All five were highly intercorrelated, indicating the high
probability of a single underlying dimension. The average of the five
separate rating. thus was selected as the second index of battalion combat
performance.
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RESULTS

Quantitative data were available from OESO ratings of command group
process performance and OPFOR Controller ratings of combat outcomes of
PLGASUS battle simulaticns. For each battalion, total scores for the ex-
ercise and scores for each of the four modules composing the exercise were
obtained. Table 1 shows summary data for the seven organizational processes,
Organizational Competence (sum of the process scores), and Combat Effective-
ness, as measured by performance outcome Items 2 and 3.

Table 1

Summary Data for Process Performance
and Combat Effectiveness

1,2 Exercise

Module (Sum of |

Variable 1 (2.45) 2 (3.54) 3 (4.25) 4 (3.17) Module Sccreg)
Mean | SD Mean | SD Mean | SD Mean | SD Mean | SD

Sensing 2.25 .75  3.08 .52 3.25 .62 3.67 .49 12,25 1.48

Communicating 1.83 .96 2.75 62 3.17 .58 3.58 .69  11.33  2.06
Information .

Decision Making 3.58 .51 3.75 A5 0 3,67 .49 4,00 .00 15.00 1.34
Stabilizing 3.08 1.31 3.25 .97  3.33 .89 3,42 .90 13.08 3.70

Communicating 3,42 .78 3.58 .52 3.41 .69 3.67 L9 16,08 1.92
Implementation '

Ccping Actions 3.33 .79 3.50 .52 3,58 .52 3.58 .52 14.00 2.13

Feedback 2.00 74 2,67 .65  3.17 86 3,42 .52 11.25 2.13

Organizational 18.91 2.96 22.25 3.54 23.50 3.52 25.25 2.83 89.91 11.60
Competence

Combat 4.72 1.00 5.62 1.2B 4.79 1.65 6.13' 1,06 21.25 3.10
Effectiveness

1/ Numbers in parentheses following module designations are difficulty
ratings, maximum difficulty = 5.00.

2/ Possible score ranges: Module Exercise .

- Processes 1-4 4-16
Competence 7-28 28-112
Combat Effectiveness 2-10 8-40

Process Performance and Combat Outcomes

Examination of the raw competence scores suggested the strong likeli-
hood of a rater mean bias effect. That is, one of the two raters had a
mean that was substantially higher than the other rater's mean. To control
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for this bias, the separate process performance ratings were all transfcrmed
to standard scores, and the rcemainder of the analysis was conducted on the
standard score forms.

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the compo-
nents of Organizational Competence, on the one hand, and the components of
combat effectiveness, on t... other hand. These correlations, together
with those for Total Competence and the two Combat Effectiveness scores,
are shown in Table 2. Cf particular note are the correlations of .67 and
.63 between the two Combat Effectiveness scores of total Organizational Com--
petence. These correlations were significant at the .0l and .05 levels,
respectively. Thus, a significant and strong positive relationship was
found between the gquality of battalion cormmand group organizational process
performance and combat outcomes as measured in a battle simulation.

Examination of the relationships between combat effectiveness and indi-
vidual process performance scores, and between Tota: Competence and the
individual elements of combat effectiveness, suggests further conclusions.
Combat effectiveness correlated most strongly with the individual processes
concerned with Reality Testing: Sensing, Communicating Information, and
Feedback. Of these three, relationships were strongest with Sensing and
Feedback, the two processes assessing the effectiveness with which the com-
mand group looked for and obtained information about its combat environment.
In systems terms, the gquality of processes performed within the organization,
such as decision-making, were less strongly correlated with overall outcomes
than the quality of processes corcerned with seeing outside itself.

The distribution of stancardized Organizational Competence scores was
split at the median, and the six highest and lowest battalions were grouped.
Table 3 shows mean combat outcome ratings for the separate components and
for both Combat Effectiveness scores. All comparisons were significant
at the .05 level (one-tailed test) except the rating of resources remain-
ing, which narrowly missed significance. The largest differences between
high and low Organizational Comretence battalions were on the variables
of mission accomplishment and force exchange ratio. The latter is particu-
larly noteworthy in view of current U.S. Army doctrine for fichting a cen-
tral battle against near overwhelming odds. The doctrine calls for trad-
ing time and terrain, within well-defined limits, for the opportunity to
inflict disproportionately high losses on the enemy. This clearly will
work only if friendly forces have the skill to achieve a highly favorable
loss exchange ratio. Battalions with high Competence scores in the present
research had better loss echange ratios. 1If further research confirms the
present finding, an important approach to helping the current doctrine
work well has been found.

Training of Organizational Effectiveness Staff Officers

The fact that the two OESOs who participated in the project were able
to identify the various organizationaul processes and assess their quaiity
with little difficulty during the intensive activity characteristic of
battalion TOCs during combat orerations demonstrates the fersibility ~f
training OESOs to perform these functions. The OESCs were t .ined on an
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Table 2

Correlations Among Organizational Process
i Scores and Combat Outcomes

ob
e s c 6
e i o 23
< Q = < PR ]
(%} - < - . R =]
P TS B 3
v o E C - ~— &« E o) [x]
- - M3 @ ~t D& c -
o o @ o 5 - o E — ~ o
s & g T8 o 5 3 & o
E O P -0 a s QO - o [
Batt Eif 67% .60 49 x4 .34 50 41 .62
1-5 008 .02 05 05 .14 05 .09 02
Batt Eff 63 58 32 55 .34 30 .39 63
2-3 02 02 .15 03 .14 17 .10 01
Mission 56 52 .36 33 .21 59 .27 5 !
Acconmpl. 03 (¢ 12 11 .25 2 .20 0
Geographical .62 59 39 48 .2 37 40 59
Centrol 0l 02 11 06 .19 12 10 02
Resources 45 39 14 47 .32 11 27 50
Remaining 07 10 33 06 .15 36 .20 Q5
Force Ex- 64 48 74 36 .39 56 Lol .46 ;
chanyre Ratio 01 .06 003 13 10 03 09 07
Qverall Ef- .53 .47 .03 .34 22 39 7 47
fectiveness .04 .06 .C8 .14 25 10 12 06
Batt Staff .53 .66 .52 .11 06 40 .06 59
_Effectiveness .04 =099 .04 .37 .42 .10 .43 Q2
Tctal Com- . .80 .81 79 58 .64 .66 .91
_petence .001 .001 -0% G3 .01 00 .Col
. .80 _ .61 .39 3 .56 75 .85
Sensing .001 | T~ .02 11 41 03 .21 .001
Information .81 .61 e L7 63 65 W37 61
Comunication .001 .02 .06 01 01 .12 02
Decision- .79 .39 .47 e .7 .21 .90 .63
Making .001 | .11 .06 002 ) .26 1 .oni 1ol
i .58 .08 .63 .76 _ 19 €3 27
Stavilizing .03 L4 .01 002 | T .28 .02 .20
Coununica. .04 .56 .65 .21 .19 __ L .62
Implementat. .01 .03 .01 .26 .28 - ) .02 —
. .66 .25 .37 .80 .60 .04 .34
Coping .01 .21 .12 001 | .02 .45 T 04
.91 .25 .61 .63 .27 .63 .54
Feedback .001 | lom .02 .01 .20 .01 06 T

*The top number within a cell is the correlation coefficient. The
bottom number is the computed significance of the correlation.
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Table 3

Comparison of Battalion Effectiveness by More and Less
Process Effective Battalions

‘ Vare Effective Leas Effective
Process Prcoess t P2
Effectiveness
Dimension
Mean SD Mean SD
Mission 3.43 L 46 2.80 24 2.96 <.01
Accomplishinent -
Geographical 3.39 .50 2.83 .38 2.18 <.03
Area . =
Resources 2.3% 29 2.03 .39 1.76 <.054
Remnaining -
Force Exchange 2.91 .19 2.39 .35 3.23 <.005
Ratic -
Ovcrall N .
Effectivencss 3.34 37 2.9% 36 1.81 <.05
2 licn Staf
atta.ien =t 4.13 .49 3.73 .20 1.86 <.045

Effectiveness -
Rattalicn | ! l
Effectiveness 3.09 .3 2.60 .21 I 3.21 <.CCs

1-5 !
Battalien ‘
Effectiveuess 2.88 .33 2.43 31 | 2.67 <.02

2-3 !

1 . . . .
Sample size is 12 battalions. Scores shown are exercise (four modules)
means,

2One-tailed test.




intensive face-to-face basis by the contractor's project director, who had
derived and tested the original concepts and, accordingly, was mest inti-
mately familiar with the ccuceptual framework and the action implications
of the concepts. However, the ease with which the OESOs assimilated the
concepts and recommended procedures and applied them within the context of
an operational TOC leaves littie doubt that properly qualified OESOs can
be trained to assess process perforiuLze andi 5ive feedback on the results
of such assessrants in a meaningful manner.

Experience in conducting the training and interviews with OESOs and
battalion commanders following the exercises suggest a number of points
for consideration in selecting and training OESQOs. By far the most criti-
cal consideration involves the qualifications and experience required by
OESOs. Both the OESOs ani the battalion commanders who were interviewed
were unanimous and em;hiatic in their views that an OESO who attempts to
assess and feedback process performance related to combat operations should
be combat arms gualified and familiar with the roles and functions of com-
it commanders and staffs. Battalion commanders felt such qualifications
are necessary for the credibility of QESOs. In short, commanders would
not ce receptive to feedback from OZS0s who do not possess first-hand
knowledge of corbat command creoup functions. The two OESOs fully agree
with this view and, in addition, maintain that although individuals who
lack the above gualificaticns migiut be able to identify processes, they
would not be able to accurately assess whether the processes were performed
well and to identify sources of deficiency. Similarly, it appears that
CESCs with background arnd exgerience relevant to the units under scrutiny
will be most likely to be successful in other tyres of organizations.

With respect to training of CESOs, the follcwing important considera-
cions were identified:

1. Although OESCs reported little difficulty in understanding the
general concepts, careful instruction is reguired in applica-
tion of the concepts within particular ccontexts, e.g., in battle
simulaticns.

2. Either identification criteria specific to particular contexts
rnust be provided or instruction must be provided in general pro-~
cedures for specifying and defining criteria.

3. Since the efficacy of a process is situation-determined, it is
not possible to provide universally applicable specific criteria
for assessing quality of process performance. However, instruc-
tion in the use of general criteria concerning process gquality
must be provided.

4. OESOs reported that they did not fecl geruinely comfortable in
making process observations until the third iteration of PEGASUS.
This suggests tnat training should be heavily experiential in
order to provide students as much experience in active observa-
tion as possible prior to the first "for real'" observations,.

5. OE training provides a solid foundation in technigues of feed-
back; however, instruction should include some guidance in the
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specific applications of such techniques to feedback of process
observations.

Impact of Process Feedback

The OESOs reported to and discussed their process observations with
battalion commanders following completion of each module. An important
question is concerned with the impact of that "feedback" upon the process
performance of the command groups.

The impact of feecdoack was evaluated by comparing Organizational Com-
petence scores for the four modules (iable 1). Table 4 summarizes the re-
sults of a simple one-way analysis of variance used to test the effects of
modules.

Table 4

Analysis of Variance for Effects of Modules
upon Process Performance

Source SS df MS F r
Total 717.98 47
Modules 257.56 3 85.85 8.20 <.01
Error 460.42 44 10.46

Module effects were significant. Table 5 shows t-statistics Sor &if-
ferences between module means for Organizational Competence. All differ-
ences were significant.

Table 1 shows that mean process perforrmance (Organizational Competence)
increased throughout the exercise, and Table 5 shows that differences arong
all modules were significant, indicating that OESC feedback probably exerted
positive effects upon process performance of command groups. It is recog-
nized that simple practice effects were not controlled. However, control
of practice effects will be permitted by the design of Phase II of this
research, and this issue consequently is deferred until completion of that
work.

Given the possibility that process i:edback did affect subsequent
process performance, the differences between Modules 1 and 2 and 1 and 4
are of particular interest. Performance in Module 1 occurred prior to any
feedback or discussion of organizational processes. Accordingly, scores
for the first module constitute baseline data against which scores for the
succeeding modules can be compared, and differences between performance in
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Modules 1 and 2 provide the most clear-cut demonstration of the impact of
feedback. The mean improvement of 3.34 points for Module 2 is the larcest
increase between any of the succeeding modules and suggests that the ini-
tial feedback exerted the greatest impact upon process performance. How-
ever, continuing increases in succeeding modules suggest cumulative effects
result from repeated occurrences of feedback.

Table 5

Paired t-Statistics for Module Differences
in Organizational Competence

Module Module!
1 2 3 4
1 - 3.98 7.69 7.82
2 - 2.09 5.32 .
3 - 3.02
4 -

lDegrees of freedom = 11; p < .05 = 1,796,
E < .01 = 2.718 for one-tailed tests.

From Module 1 to Module 4, process performance improved an average of
6.34 points. Least improvement was 3 points for a unit which, because of
a high initial score, had only a small margin for improvement. Greatest
improvement was 13 points. Process performance of all command groups im-
proved across the four modules.

Interviews with the two OESOs revealed that although some battalion
commanders had initial reservations about the potential value of process
feedback, most commanders rapidly perceived its utility and used the infor-
mation provided by the OESOs to make on-the-spot adjustments in staff pro-
cedures, role relationships, and even leadership styles during the course
of the exercises. OESOs cited numerous instances of constructive changes
initiated by the commanders and of improved coordination and teamwork, with
resulting improvements in overall command group performance. In addition,
all commanders invited the OESOs to continue to work with their units aiter
completion of Cardinal Point II.

At a general critique session held after all units had participated
in PCGASUS, battalion commanders were positive about the value of OESO
process observations and feedback. Commanders felt that the presence of
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an OESO in the TOC "provided another set of eyes for examining command
group functioning” and "provided a different perspective." A representa-
tive of OETC interviewed four commanders and all felt that the OESO con-
tributed significantly to improved combat readiness.

In view of these findings, it is concluded that OESO feedback of
process observations had a significant, positive impact upon performance
of the organizational processes and that these observations and subseguent
feedback to unit commanders contributed substantially to improved combat
outcomes of the battle simulations.

DISCUSSION

The results of this research led to the conclusions that the organi-
zational processes identified in Project FORGE (Olmstead, Christensen, &
Lackey, 1973) are indeed related to combat outcomes, that improvements in
process performance should contribute to improved combat readiness, and
that Organizational Effectiveness Staff Cfficers can serve an important
function in assisting commanders to improve the Organizational Conmpetence
(process functioning) of their units through process analysis, feedback,
and training.

Process Performance and Combat Effectiveness

One weakness of the 1973 study was that ad hoc groups were used to
form the battle staffs that were studied. 1In the research reported here,
varticipants were members of actual command groups engaged in the conduct
of combat operations under field conditions. Since these findings are
remarkably similar to those of the earlier study, it can be concluded with
confidence that the processes subsumed under the rubric of Organizational
Competence are important contributors to unit combat performance, as such
performance is reflected in the outcomes of battle simulations. To the
extent that the command and control system of a unit influences the per-
formance of a unit, organizational processes are determinants of unit per-
formance. The results do not suggest that organizational processes are
the sole determinants of unit effectiveness; however, it would appear that,
because of their criticality for command and contrel, it is unlikelv that
a urnit can be combat effective if the processes are not performed at least
adequately.

Observations conducted during this study also reinforce the concept
that Organizational Competence is a system attribute; that is, organiza-
tional processes must be performed by all members of a command group or
battle staff. Ideally, they take the form of coordinated activities that
bring information, decisions, and actions from many sources into ccijunc-
tion through a complex interplay between positions and between organiza-
tional levels. Through such interplay, the various activities of the
organizational system are integrated and their parts result in the unified
action required of an effective combat unit.

Organizational Competence is concerned mainly with the guality of per-
formance of the command and control system within a military unit. The




development of Corystenle within a ML a* unit can be erxpected to produce
(a) a more smootihly functaicning batitle staff; (b) improved capabilities

for adjustino to charjes 1n tactical environments and situations with
minimal wasted effort, lost motion, or reduced efrectiveness; and

(c) higher levels of effectiveress under the sustained pressures of com-
bat. Accordingly, 1t woulZ a;;ear that attention to process performarce
should be an essential consideration in the development of combat readiness.

The OESQ a-1 Combat Readiness

The main values of tie ~cncertual framework subsumed under Organiza-~-
tional Competence are that it ’a} offers a systematic way of thinking about
some otherwise cxceedingly slippery pnenomena and (b) provides a workable
framework for the assessment and diagnosis of organizational functioning
and for the correction or improvement of dysfunctional elements. The pro-
cesses associated with Organizational Competence can be operationally de-
fined and, once made orerational, they provide concrete bases for assess-
ment and improvement of unit functioning.

The results of this research indicate that the Organizational Effective-
ness Staff Officer can he an effective instrument for using the conceptual
framework to assess and improve unit functioning. CESCs are trained to
think about military units in systems terms, and by virtue of their OE
training, they possess the skills needed to establish effective relation-
ships with unit commanders and to maintain the aprropriate consultative
perspectives while providing feedback based on the results of their obser-
vations and assisting commanders to effect changes in what could be extrermely
sensitive areas of theilr organizations. The training and experience pos-
sessed by competent OESOs makes it possikle to train them in the concepts
cf Organizational Competence and the skills reguired for assessment of
process performance with a minimum of time, effort, and reorientaticn of
their usual approaches to organizational change. The only reguairements
are (a) a shnift in emphasis from maintenance (cuality of life) processes,
which is the predominant focus of current OE activities, to the conversion
(operational) processes associated with Orcanizational Competence, and
(b) development of skills in observing and assessing ongco.ng activities
in a combat environment. In passing, it is worth noting that Organizaticral
Competence applies equally to garrison environme:'s and noncorbat organi-
zations, and attention to operational procesces in these contexts can be
expected to prove as useful as in combat units.

The OESOs who participated in the research reported here were able to
learn the concepts, develop the skills, and make the transition to a com-
bat environment rather painlessly. To be sure, the individuals involved
were experienced as combat arms officers and possessed outstanding exper.-
ence and maturity as OESOs. However, there is no reason to Lelieve that
the average, competent OESO could not acquire the required knowledge and
skills when provided reasonably effective training conducted by knowledge-
able instructors. 1In addition to these knowledges and skills, the one
major requirement for effectiveness appears to be the ability of the OESO
to establish credibility with members of command groups and battle staffs.
This will be most easily accomplished if the OESO is a combat arms quali-
fied officer.
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Recommended QESC Training

Training intended to equip OESOs with full capabilities for assessing
process performance and assisting commanders to improve process performance
of their units should include the following:

1. Review of organizations as systems and of systems theory concepts
with emphasis upor adarztabillity to external changes, conversion
processes, and relationships between maintenance processes and
conversion processes in organizational systems,

2. Concepts of Orgarnizational Competence and its associated processes,
to include definitions, relationships, applications to military
combat and noncombat organizations, and evidence of relevance for
military organizations.

3. Procedures for operationally defining and identifying the FORGE
organizational processes in operational contexts and organizations.

4. Procedures and instruments for observing and assessing process
performance in combat and noncombat organizations and contexts.

5. Procedures for providing feedback on process observations and as-
sessments to commanders and other unit members.

6. Strategies for improving process performance.

The concepts and background will have to be presented through lecture
and discussion methods. However, it is recommended that such procedures
be ker: tc a minimum and that heavy emrhasis be placed upon practical exer-
cises and other experientizi me*hods. If at all possible, participation
and/or observation in a battle simulation, or mini-simulation, is strongly
recommended.

Training for Command Groups and Battle Staffs

Tae finding that the quality of process performance is related to bat-
tle simulation outcomes leads to the conclusion that training command grcups
and battle staffs to improve their performance of the fundamental opera-
tional processes will contribute to enhanced combat readiness of tactical
units. Although the findings of this research are limited to command
groups, i.e.,, to battalion commanders and their staffs, the concepts of
Organizational Competence and its associated processes apply to the entire
command and control system of a unit, and much of the dysfunction in pro-
cesses occurs in the interaction and flow of communication between levels
within an organization. Accordingly, maximum unit effectiveness can be
expected only when personnel at all levels are equally proficient in per-
formance of the processes and their separate activities are integrated into
a unified system of decision and action. In short, Organizational Compe-
tence involves both individual process proficiency and teamwork among all
levels of a unit. Such proficiency and teamwork is best accomplished
through systematic training.
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The obvious choice for implemcnting such training is the Organiza-
tional Effectiveness Staff Officer. The research reported here has demon-
strated that OESOs are able to learn the relevant conceptual framework
and can be trained to understand, assess, and provide feedback on obser-
vations concerning process performance within combat units. Accordingly,
it appears to be entirely feasible to develop instructional procedures
which would use the training, experience, and capabilities of OESOs as
the basis for providing experience-based training to command groups and
battle staffs., Of course, such training would remain under the control
of TOE unit commanders. However, initial formal training would involve
QOESOs as trainers, cor~=ultants, process observers, and resource personnel.
It would b= expected that, ewvertuzllv, process practice and assessment
would become an ongoing unit activity, conducted by unit personnel.

Following are recommendations for implementation of process training
for TOE unit personnel:

1. Traininz should be capable of being conducted locally by TOE

unit personnel assisted by an OE30 who has been instructed in
procedures for conducting such training.

2. Insofar as is feasible, training should be experiential, i.e., it
should provide participants experience in performing procez:zes
under controlled conditions, assessing their performance, and
practicing ways of improving performance.

3. Emphasis in training should be upon the performance of processes
rather than identification of them (as in training for CISOs).

4. Training should emghasize coordéinaticn, teamwork, and exchancge
of information, in addition to performance of the separate
processes.

5. Training should provide opportunity for role identification and
role clarification in relation to performance of the various
processes.

6. Training should include a short block of instruction concerned
with the potential role of OESOs as rrocess observers and with
the utility and use of OESO feedlac: in fielld training exercises,
CPXs, etc.

7. 1Insofar as is administratively feasible, training should include
participation in a battle simulation, with process assessment
and feedback conducted periodically by OESZTs

8. For the training to be maximally effective, a full training
program should be designed and developed, to irclude procedures
to be used by OESOs in conducting the training, all materials to
be used during training, and detailed guidance for conducting the
training.
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APPEEDIX A
PROCESS PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

SENSING

Was all information available to the organization obtained by it?

Were attempts to obtain information relevant and effective?

Was correct interpretation placed upon information that was obtained?

In view of the information available to the organization, was a
correct assessment made?

- Was sensing performed effectively at all levels?

COMMUNICATING INFORMATION

- Was information sensed by the organization communicated to everyone
who needed it when they needed it?

- Was communication of information complete, accurate, and timely?

- Was communication of information efficient?

DECISION-MAKING

~ Was all relevant, available information used in decision-making?

- Were decisions made at each level correct in view of information
available to decision-makers? '

- Were decisions timely?

STABILIZING

- When decisions were made, were their potential effects upon the
organization taken into account and action taken to counter any
negative effects?

- Were internal operations or organizational arrangements adjusted
appropriately to accommodate to new decisions?

COMMUNICATING IMPLEMENTATION

- After decisions, was communication about implementation requirements
complete, accurate, and timely?

- Was everyone informed about implementation decisions and requirements
that should be informed?

COPING ACTIONS

-~ Was exccution of actions correct and effective?
- Were all actions leading from decisions actually carried out?

FEEDBACK

- Was action taken to obtain information about the outcomes of actions
and decisions?

-~ Was information obtained in follow-up used to modify activities or
make ncw decisions?
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PROCESS DEFINITIONS AND CRITERIA

LPPENDIX B

Process Detinition laentiticanon Critens Evaiugtion Criteris
Sensing Thw 30t of acquuiny (Wi0T- ! 1. An, 220 by a player of receing, obtan- 1 Accurate detection of ail svaisbie
wanon from gv camtermng | g of auemyrng t 2btan nforma- nformation.
llrw ::m(lnu-m ol the !l mation, ovgus, ms:":;lmm, o« o 2. Corract mterp of ol
orgamzation i «Wrmencs, 10 (Clude 20PIOPraTe
| g de of the iated n “m nce
‘ oaenzation May (WOive paseve s ’
\ cecaapt 0f infovmatias swrhout ivtiative | 3. Accurats dscnimingtion between relevant
L o atmn v o mav reaws actuve and ireievant information.
‘ attempt 10 obIAN INTOLTPNON . An 10 bt nformatian are
| 2. involves piayercontrolier n t0 . Lk, Of protiem.
;; any made. 5. Sensing activities are timely 1n relation to
3. inga [ whers Y informstion requiremaents and the tectscal
commander sngages 0 board play a5 2 wutuation.
“player/controlier,” Senging includes
company commander's “receipt”’ ot
nfgrmation from the board, i1.e., hus
wnung of board play.
Comm! 9 | Those ough 1. Transmissian and discussion af infor- 1. Accurscy of transmission of available
(nformation which information wiich has mation by players aftes 11 has been information.

been sensed by some
represantative of the
organization is made available
ta those wha must act an 1t
or make decisans about it.

sensed and before a decision has been
made about 1t.

. May pass through severai finks

between sansing persannel and
decision makers,

. Player-player intersction, except

where player informs Brigege con-
trollers of subordinate unit con-
traollers and information sensed.

. May invoive:

3. fmtat transmttai of information
by senung individual,

b. Pasung on of informanon by
linking personnel.

¢. Dissemination of information
throughout organizanion.
d. Di and interpr

Discussion for clantication or
implication,

. Includes communication of recom-

mendations from subordinate umits.

w

. Sufficiently compiste to transmit full and

adequate understanding 10 the recaiver.

. Timesliness appropriate 10 umt requirements .
. Correct chosce of recipients.

. Whether message should have been commu-

nicated.
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usls or units who must imple-

ment the decisions. Includes

1) transmigsion of orders
or instructions and

{2} “discumion and inter-
pretatign—those
communcations through
which clantication is
achieved and implications
for sction ars discussed.
Inciudes all communica-
tion links berween decision
maker and finel \mplementer|
of decmon.

orders, instr ., and
discuspon of them and thaw /mpli-
cations, including clanfication and
sttampts to obtein clanfication.

. Limited t0 communication sbusme

actions to be taken

. May pass through severs! links

between decision maker and executor
of acnon.

Proces Detinstion ioe~utication Critenia Evaivstive Critenp
Oscision Deliberative activities of ane or A communication of some sort 1. Adequacy-Was the d dequately
Making more gertons ieading 10 & CON- retiecting the intention 10 take some correct in view of circumstances and
clusion that some action wall, kind of action. 1mtormaivan availabls to the decision
houid ]
i :mon !'j::‘:“'" by r:: :rqm . Mott often, the first svidence that maker?
mmn,‘m‘ “o" 3 GOTWRON Nigy J0eR MACE Wit Be ¢ 2. Approp Was the decision timely
the decimon ry \ne decison command, arder, Of «SIrUCTION o view of the nformation availadle to the
v forsl or woitren! «s3ued by the oatiu0n maker
meker. The commaicaten mey decrmon maker !
take the forme of announcement » ' 3. Comp Did the d take
of toe decweon, 3 command, an . Usually player-player interaction; 1110 account all or most contingencies,
order, ar instructions. Daci- but #1 lower boundary of simu- siternanives, and possibilities?
s0ns may lead 10 Active Sems- lated orgenization, may irvolve
ing, formal Sensing Actions, player-controlier interaction.
Stabilinnng Actions.  Coping n Pegasus. the only svidence of &
Actions, of Feedback Acbans, ’ dm'r" m'.:“ b :c r:‘ :' com-
Oscinon making includes deci- " ¥ & company
mander may be his ntersction
sons 10 rescind decians. Decr-
wath the game board, 1.e., his
sion making 15 not limited to
ders, it ma tude all movement of pieces on the board
players. b v {thiz wouid be a combination in one
ven. actrety of decision making and
coping action),

Stabiliting Actions intanded to adjust . Playar/player interaction. 1. Adequacy-—Action is correct in view of
internal operations, manten Limted 10 actions specicall the operational si and the d
nternal stability or unit ’ o v on order from which the action derived.
intogeity, o¢ pravent di intended to moderate the potentisl

"." . O b . " nde ettects of Coping Actions or 2. Appropristeness—Timing is sppropriste in

ruptions and negative side ) .

to adjust internal arganization of view of situstion and the decision or
ettects, o5 & cansequence af )

. : opsrations necessitated by the order trom which it denved. Choice of

coping sctiang.  All actions

potentiai effects of 2 Coping recipient of the action is appropriate.
intended to prevent potential Action
negative effects to the orgam- ’ 3. Compl Acnon fully impl the
tion which might occur deciuon from which it derived or tylly
becauss of Coping Actions. meets the requir of the si

C g Thote itieg through which . Playet/player interaction. 1. Accurscy of of inst

Implem n i
mplementation | decisions and requirsments . Occurs after decision and before 2. Sufiicient compieteness 1o transmit
resuiting from decinions are ‘ .
action. and full under g of
communicated to thoss individ-
PR required.

. Timely transmssion in view of both available

infogrmanon snd the action requiremaents of
participants,

. Transmimsion to appropriate recipients.

. Whether metsage should have been

communcated.
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Detimuon _]

Proces igentitication Criteris Evsiuatrve Criteris

Copvvy Actions Thy process of executing actrons 1. Puayer conrroiler interaction, 1. Correctness of action in view of both the
SRSt (heget sevIranments. 2. Actions wsen v o ot of contact operanional circumstances and the deci-
Primarily concerned with wnth 10 o sion or order from which the action

Q8 ey canwents 19 3t
ecution and wath how actions N of L derves.
e camed out. e ke )
3. Actions to “do something 10 the 8 Tmm‘ul the action in view of both
external enviranmeny. 1.0., 10 change p e and the
or cOpe With tha target environmaent. or order from which the sction denives.
b ¢ Cous 201 include actons 10 obtaw 3. Carvectness of choice of target of the action.
Ao, & Adequecy of axecution of action.
S. In battie simuiations, coping schong
may take form of orders or nstrue
taws t0 subordinate swts prayed By
controfiers.
6. Inbattle where pany
commander 5 & player/controlier
INTFaCTING wath & game board, coping
actions ars hug execution of the board
play.

Fasdback Activities that asust the 1. Formai actiong taken to obtam nfor- 1. Correctness of the action in view of both
0rganization to eveiuats the Mation about the resuits or effects of the operationsl circumsiances and the
offectivensss of its asctians Coping Actians. decinion or order from which the action

nforma
and that pmnd.u non 2. Player/controlier interaction oniy. derives.
Upon which adjustments and 2. Timetiness of the action in view of both
future actions can be based. 3. Shouid be preceded by sn organizs- }
the operstional circumstances and the
tonsd decisian (6 ctiate & feedback
decision or order from which the sction
anon.
denves.
3. Correctness of choice of target of the action.
4. Adequacy of execution of the action.
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APPENDIX C

Battalion Identification Module No.
Type of Operation
Rater

SUMMARY PROCESS ASSESSMEINT FORM

This form is to be completed at the end of each PEGASUS module.
Use the scale shown below to rate the overall performance of the
battalion players (battalion command group and company commanders)

as a unit on each of the listed processes during the module. Use

the scale to select the description that best fits your assessment
of the battalion's performance of the process being rated. Enter
in the space preceding each process, the number of the descriptor
that best fits your assessment.

Scale

4 - Excellent

3 - Adequate

2 - Marginal
1l - Poor
Rating Process
Sensing

Communicating Information
Decision Making

Stabilizing

Communicating Implementation
Coping Actions

Feedback
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APPENDIX D

Battalion Controller Position

CONTROLLER RATING FORM

Please rate the battalion indicated above on each item below. For
each item, make your judgment according to the combat outcome of the
exercise. Do not rate the performance of the command group alone. In-
stead, rate the battalion, as a whole, in terms of its combat results.

If several types of operations were conducted, e.g., attack, defense, etc.,
and the unit did better on some operations than others, base your ratings
on your overall impression of all of the combat results achieved by the
unit. For each item, place an "X" on the scale point that represents

your best judgment.

1. Rate the extent to which the battalion accomplished its mission
stipulated in the Brigade OPORD, including any changes subsequent to the
initial OPORD.

| | [

1 2 3 4

b —

1
5

Mission Unit was Mission was
requirements reasonably effective accomplished
were not in view of in all respects
met in any way circumstances

2. Rate the extent to which area, or geographical objectives, was
controlled by the battalion in accordance with its mission, to include
any time schedules stipulated in its mission for holding areas or taking
objectives.

|

|

]
S

1 2 3 4
Mission area Mission require- Control of area
requirements ments were only was in full
were not partly met with compliance with
met in any way respect to control mission require-
of area ments, including

time schedules




3. Rate the expenditure of resources (personnel, weapons, equip-
ment) by the battalion. (For this item, do not consider ratio of
friendly to enemy losses. Rate only in terms of the condition of the
battalion at the end of the exercise or operations.)

| | L | il

1 2 3 4 5
Resources Resources Remaining
remaining remaining strength such
make unit are not more that operation
ineffective. than 75 nor less can be continued
Should be than 60 percent. w1:hout interruption.
replaced.
i 4. RKate the expenditure of resources (personnel, weapons, equipment)

by the battalion in relation to losses of resources by the threat forces
opposing it, i.e., the ratio of friendly to threat losses of resources.

L l | | B

1 2 3 4 5
£
4 Loss ratio Losses were Loss ratio
; is totally in balanced equally is totally
q favor of between threat in favor of
threat forces. and friendly forces. friendly battalion.

5. Rate the overall combat effectiveness of this battalion in the

exercise.
1 2 3 4 5
b Totally Minimally Effectiveness
- ineffective adequate exceeded
for mission mission
accomplishment. requirements.
X
0
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